RESPONSE UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.111 Attorney Docket No.: A8046 

Application No.: 10/058,379 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-17 and 66-80 are all the claims pending in the application. 

35 U.S.C. S 112. 1'* Paragrap h Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 1 1 and 66 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph as 
allegedly being not supported by the written description. Applicants disagrees for the following 
reasons. The Examiner alleges that the recitation " air access point router" is not supported by 
the specification as originally file. However, figure 3B is one example of an air access point. 
Air access points are also contained in original claim 1 . Item 313 in figure 3B is an IP access 
router. See Par. [0037]. The claim limitation is simply intended to identify the router as being 
part of the air access point. I.e., an "air access point router." 

IT s r. Sf W2(e\ Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bender (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0041568) in view of Robbins et al. Applicants traverse these 
rejections. 

Regarding independent claim 1, the Examiner alleges that Bender discloses a plurality of 
subnetworks (220A to 220N, figure 2); a network switch (280A, figure 2); an air access point 
(220A to 220N, figure 2) comprising an air interface (330A to 330N of figure 3), an access 
control module (320 of figure 3) and router (350 of figure 3); and at least one router (260 of 
figure 2). The Examiner concedes that Bender fails to disclose at least one gateway router that is 
connected to the plurality of subnetworks. However, in order to make up for this deficiency, the 
Examiner asserts that Robbins discloses a method and apparattis for transparent Internet mobility 
management comprising at least one gateway router that is connected to the plurality of 
subnetworks (see Router in figure 14). 
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The Examiner then argues that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use 
the gateway router disclosed in Robbins in the Bender system for routing the information. 
However, the Examiner does not provide any reasons as to why one skilled in the art would 
make that change. Applicants submits that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case of 
obviousness. In addition, the Bender system appears to operate adequately without a gateway 
router and therefore, one skilled in the art would have no need to add the Robbins router to the 
Bender system. 

Regarding the dependent claims 2 and 4-10, they should be allowable at least based on 
their dependence from claim 1 for the reasons described above. 

In addition, regarding claims 6, 7 and 9, the Examiner refers to the Service Devices 270 
block in figure 2. However, there does not appear to be any disclosure or suggestion of the 
specific claimed limitations related to authentication and security such as mobile. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



3 



RESPONSE UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.111 
Application No.: 10/058,379 



Attorney Docket No.: A8046 



The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsunile: (202)293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 




Carl J. Pellegrini 
Registration No. 40,766 




Date: June 11,2007 
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